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MOTION TO COMPEL AND TO MODIFY SCHEDULING ORDER

Comes Tennessee consumers represented by the Consumer Advocate Division, to
respectfully request the Tennessee Regulatory Authority to compel responses to discovery
propounded by Tennessee consumers and to modify the scheduling order. For cause Tennessee
consumers would show:

1. That United Telephone-Southeast did not provide the information requested by
Tennessee consumers in discovery.

2. That the prices and costs for this proceeding must be derived from United
Telephone-Southeast’s information in substantial part.

3. That without the information requested by Tennessee consumers they will not be
able to reasonably present testimony and to cross examine witnesses.

Wherefore Tennessee consumers pray that United Telephone-Southeast be compelled to

provide complete answers and that the schedule be modified.

Respect lly submitted,

incent Wllhams




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby cenwat a copy of this document was served on the parties listed below by

‘mail on this the 2.

Richard Collier, Esq.
Tennessee Regulatory Authority

460 James Robertson Parkway
Nashville, TN 37243-0505

T.G. Pappas, Esq.

Bass, Berry & Sims

2700 First American Center
Nashville, TN 37219-8888

James Wright, Esq.

United Telephone-Southeast
14111 Capitol Blvd.

Wake Forest, NC 27587

Guy Hicks
Patrick Turner

ay of August,

2000.

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.

333 Commerce Street, Suite 2101
Nashville, TN 37201-3300

John Adams, Esq.

Citizens Telecommunications
1400 16th St., NW, #500
Washington, DC 20036

Jon Hastings, Esq.

Boult, Cummings, et al.
414 Union St., #1600

P.O. Box 198062
Nashville, TN 37219-8062

Val Sanford, Esq.

Gullett, Sanford, Robinson & Martin
230 Fourth Ave., N., 3rd Floor.
Nashville, TN 37219-8888

Vel

L. Vincent Williams
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CONSUMER ADVOCATE'S DISCOVERY REQUEST TO UNITED TELEPHONE-
SOUTHEAST INC., JULY 25,2000

Please reply to the discovery requests provided herein by: 1) answering under oath these
discovery requests and serve your answers upon Consumer Advocate L. Vincent Williams or his
designee at 2nd Floor Cordell Hull Bldg. 425 5th Avenue North, Nashville Tennessee, 37243,
and 2) provide clear copies of the documents and things specified herein or arrange for inspection
and copying of said documents and things at a mutually agreed time.

Please be aware that this discovery is continuing in nature and requires you to provide
supplemental responses if additional or different information is obtained or as may be necessary
from time to time to provide the Petitioner with a full, complete and current answer or response.

INSTRUCTIONS AND DEFINITIONS

The terms "you", "your" and "yours" as used herein refer to the addressee of these
Interrogatories as well as any and all agents, employees, representatives, and other persons acting

or purporting to act on your behalf.
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If, for any reason, you are unable to answer a discovery request fully, submit as much
information as is available and explain why your answer is incomplete. If precise information cannot
be supplied, submit 1) your best estimate, so identified, and yéur basis for the estimate and 2) such
information available to you as comes closest to providing the information requested. If youhave
reason to believe that other sources of more complete and accufate information exist, identify those

sources.

If a document exists in different versions, including any dissimilar copies (such as a duplicate
with handwritten notes on one copy), each version shall be treated as a different document and each

must be identified and produced.

If you contend that you are entitled to refuse to fully answer any of this discovery, state the

exact legal basis for each such refusal.

These discovery requests are to be interpreted broadly to fulfill the benefit of full discovery.
To assist you in providing full and complete discovery, Petitioner provides the following definitional

guidelines.

1. The term "person” or "persons" as used herein refers to any natural person,
corporation, firm, company, sole proprietorship, partnership, business, unincorporated association,
or other entity of any sort whatsoever. Where a company or organization is the party being served
all responses must include the company’s response. Moreover, the company’s designated person for
responding must assure that the company provides complete answers. 4 complete answer must
provide a response which includes all matters known or reasonably available to the company.
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2. The term "document" as used herein has the full extent of its possible meaning in
accordance with law, including any written, printed, typed, drawn, filmed, taped, or recorded in any
manner, however produced or reproduced, including but not limited to any writing, drawing, graph,
chart, form, photograph, tape recording, computer disk or record, or other data compilation in any
form. This definition shall also mean all copies of documents by whatever means made including
any nonidentical versions or drafts (whether different from the original because of handwritten notes,
underlining, highlighting, or otherwise).

3. The terms "and" and "or" shall be construed conjunctively or disjunctively as
necessary to include any information that might otherwise be construed outside the scope of these
requests.

4. References to the masculine shall include the feminine, the singular shall include the
plural, and vice versa.

5. The term "communication” means any transmission of information by oral, graphic,
pictorial or otherwise perceptible means, including but not limited to personal conversations,
telephone conversations, letters, memoranda, telegrams, electronic mail, newsletters, recorded or
handwritten messages, or otherwise.

6. Each discovery answer should begin by restating the item requested.

7. Where a number of sheets are required to fully answer an item, each sheet should be
appropriately indexed, for example, Item 1(a), Sheet 1 of 6.

8. If any information requested is not furnished as requested, please state where and how
the information may be obtained or extracted, the person or persons having knowledge of the
procedure and the person instructing that the information be excluded.

9. Please respond fully to the request even if it has been partially requested or supplied
in prior filings or dockets. The information and Rule 33 and 34 information shall be submitted to
this office at 2nd Floor Cordell Hull Bldg. 425 5th Avenue North, Nashville Tennessee, 37243. If
there is a need for clarification of any attached request, please contact me at (615) 741-8700 before
furnishing the response.

INTERROGATORIES

1. Please provide a revised study identifying the cost of providing payphone lines confroming
to the decisions made by the Tennessee Regulatory Authority in the Phase I order (5/20/98)
and the Phase II order (9/16/99) in Docket 97-00888 (Universal Service Proceeding), and
the Phase I order (1/25/99) in Docket 97-01262 (Petition to Convene a Contested Case
Proceeding, to Establish Permanent Prices for Interconnections and Unbundled Network
Elements. Provide detailed workpapers showing source of data and the development of all
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computed factors and amounts included in the study.

Identify all differences in the study previously submitted in this docket by United Telephone-
Southeast, Inc. and the revised study provided in response to Item 1.

Provide the complete explanation for each difference identified in Item 2 and produce all
information which supports and does not support the explanation..

For each month, January 1997 to present, identify by wire center:

a. The number of payphone lines provided to non-affiliated payphone providers;

b. The number of payphone lines provided to company owned payphones or payphones
owned by an affiliate;

c. The revenues collected from payphone lines provided to non-affiliates; and

d. The revenue collected from payphone lines provided to affiliates.

Identify the average loop length of:
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a. All access lines,

b. business access lines,
c. residential access lines,
d. payphone access lines.

If it is United Telephone-Southeast, Inc.’s position that the methodology used for
determining the costs of unbundled network elements is inappropriate for use in determining
the cost of payphone access lines, provide a detailed explanation of the methodology that
United Telephone-Southeast, believes is superior for determining the cost of each of the
elements that make up the payphone access line and explain why United Telephone-
Southeast’s preferred methodology is superior.

If it is United Telephone-Southeast, Inc.’s position that the methodology used for
determining the costs of unbundled network elements is inappropriate for use in determining
the cost of payphone access lines, provide a detailed study identifying the cost of each
network element that make up payphone lines, identify the source of all data used, and supply
supporting workpapers that show the development of all factors and amounts.

Respectfully submitted,

NN

. Vincent Williams




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a copy of this document was served on the parties listed below by mail

on this the 26¥" day of July, 2000.

Richard Collier, Esq.

Tennessee Regulatory Authority
460 James Robertson Parkway
Nashville, TN 37243-0505

T.G. Pappas, Esq.

Bass, Berry & Sims

2700 First American Center
Nashville, TN 37219-8888

James Wright, Esq.

United Telephone-Southeast
14111 Capitol Blvd.

Wake Forest, NC 27587

Guy Hicks
Patrick Turner

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.

333 Commerce Street, Suite 2101
Nashville, TN 37201-3300

57900

Richard Tettlebaum, Esq.
Citizens Telecommunications
1400 16th St., NW, #500
Washington, DC 20036

Jon Hastings, Esq.

Boult, Cummings, et al.
414 Union St., #1600

P.O. Box 198062
Nashville, TN 37219-8062

Val Sanford, Esq.

Gullett, Sanford, Robinson & Martin
230 Fourth Ave., N., 3rd Floor.
Nashville, TN 37219-8888

A

L. Vincent Williams
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OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
CONSUMER ADVOCATE DIVISION
Cordell Hull Building
425 5th Avenue North .
NASHVILLE, TN 37243-0500
PHONE: (615) 741-8700
FAX: (615) 741-8724
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RUSH - HAND DELIVER TO RECIPIENT _ (VES)

DATE: 7// Al ‘/ 0N —

TO: Tl (1) 0IGHT

FAX #: PHONE #:
FROM:

COMMENTS:

The information in this:facsimile message is intended only for theuse of the individual or entity
pamed above. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent
responsible to deliver it to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination,
distribution, or copying of this comwmunication is. strictly prohibited. If you have reccived this
communlcation in error, please immediately notify us by telephone, and return the original message
to us at the above address via the U.S. Postal Service. Receipt by anyone other than the intended




UNITED TELEPHONE-SOUTHEAST, INC.
RESPONSE TO CONSUMER ADVOCATE DATA REQUEST
DATED 7/25/00
DOCKET NO. 97-00409

Question 1:  Please provide a revised study identifying the cost of providing payphone

lines conforming to the decisions made by the Tennessee Regulatory Authority in the
Phase I order (5/20/98) and the Phase II order (9/ 16/99) in Docket 97-00888 (Universal
Service Proceeding), and the Phase I order (1/25/99) in docket 97-01262 (Petition to
Convene a Contested Case Proceeding to Establish Permanent Prices for Interconnections
and Unbundled Network Elements). Provide detailed workpapers showing source of data
and the development of all computed factors and amounts included in the study.

Response: United does not have a revised study identifying the cost of providing
pa)fphone lines conforming to Tennessee Regulatory Authority decisions in both the
Universal Service (97-00888) and the BellSouth UNE (97-01262) proceedings.




UNITED TELEPHONE-SOUTHEAST, INC.
RESPONSE TO CONSUMER ADVOCATE DATA REQUEST
DATED 7/25/00
DOCKET NO. 97-00409

Question 6:  If it is United Telephone-Southeast, Inc.’s position that the methodology
used for determining the costs of unbundled network elements is inappropriate for use in
determining the cost of payphone access lines, provide a detailed explanation of the
methodology that United Telephone-Southeast, believes is superior for determining the
cost of each of the elements that make up the payphone access line and explain why
United Telephone-Southeast’s preferred methodology is superior.

Response: It is United’s position that the methodology used for determining the cost
of unbundled network elements (UNEs) is inappropriate for use in determining the cost
of payphone access lines. As discussed fully in a letter filed on behalf of United and
Citizens Telecommunications Company of Tennessee and Citizens Telecommunications
Company of the Volunteer State dated May 11, 2000, the UNE methodology is
inappropriate for several reasons. First, neither the FCC Payphone Order nor the Order
on Reconsideration requires the application of UNE methodology. All that is required is
that retail payphone line rates be cost based and comply with the new services test.
Second, as more fully discussed in our May 11, 2000 letter, the Wisconsin Payphone
Order that is relied upon for the notion that UNE methodology is the superior payphone
cost methodology is misguided. Third, in light of the recent 8" Circuit decision, any and
all UNE-based rates are very much in question and will remain so until a final decision is
reached in the case.

As a result, United maintains that its new services test filed on May 19, 1997 is superior
for determining the cost of each element that makes up the payphone access line. The
FCC in Order 96-388 dated September 20, 1996 states, ** . . . we conclude that the new
services test is necessary to ensure that central office coin services are priced reasonably”
(Paragraph 146). Therefore, based upon the FCC’s direction, United used a separations-
based (Part 69) embedded cost study. This methodology is similar to new services tests
filed by United with the FCC prior to the FCC payphone order (96-128). The FCC did
not reject United’s methodology in these filings.




